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gubject: Corments on £289%9 and HREL904

The snhiect bills were prompted by 8.J. Res. 17 dated
January 21, 19%3, which offers an apology to Hative
Hawaiians on bkehalf of the United Btetes for the
overthrow of the Kinogdem of Hawaii. Events in Hawaii
indicate that 5.J. Res. 19 has not zerved as the healing
gesture for which it was undoubtedly intended but haz
hrought about divisiveness ameng the people of Rawadi.
one of the major proehlems is that sovereignty proponents
interpret 5.J.Res5.1% as a statement of facts concerpning
the cveprthrew and an admission of guilt op the oart of
the U.5. government that regnires resztitution to Native
Hawaiiamnz feor the gpresumed lezs of their lands and
culture. '

Phe subject bilis eall for = thorough congressional
investigatisn of the rvele, if any, played by the United
States during the 1893 gverthrew of the Hawaiiam
Meonesrcht. 2lthough requested, no such investigqation was
made 2z a baszis for 5.2, Bes. 1% and many of the whereas
statawments in that bill are subject %o interpretation and
may be of guestionable accouracy. 8. . Res. 1% appears ic
rely neavilly on the investigztion of Congressman James
Elount who oppeosed the revolution and refused to
interview members of the Committee of Safety who
sponsored the revelution., President Cleveland's Decembher
18, 1595 report to Congress appears to have been hased on
the Blount crepovrt.

L congressional investigation of the 18%3 overthrow is
particularly orucial begause the ambiguity of events
allow for differing interpretations as to the rele the U.
8. Government played in the overthrow. &s historigal
documents clearly indicate, the V. 5. Government in
Washinaton had ne knowledge of the overthrow until after
the tact, which reguived transmission of word by ship fto
fan Franeizco and then By telegraph to Washingten., The T.
&. Government had at no time or under any president or
congress develaped 2 plan te overthrow the Kingdem of
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dawzii. The primary %kaszis for azsuming any U. &
responsibility in the averthrow relates to the sctions of
V. &. offieials and other reszidents of Hawaii. In this
respect, the fellowing actions may lead te wvarying
interpretaticons:

{1} There iz evidence that U.5. Minister to Hawaii John
Stevenz favored a change of goverament because of the
wowillingness of the Queen to comply with the
constitution. But he indicated to the Committee of Safety
who precipitated the overthrow that hae wourld play no role
in their proposed revoluticonary actiens but would
consider recognizing a new government if such were o
take place. But even thouah a U. 5. Minister he had no
orders from the U.8. dGovernment in Washingteon to tzke the
stznd he did. Thus it appears that Stevens may have acted
out of onrder but thiz should net reflect on the B.3.
Government that was unaware of the sitution,

{2) 8tevens made himself wulnerable to ravisionlasts by
asking Csptain Wiltse of the ©U.5. Boston to zend a
limited number of troops intoc Homolulu fo protect
american liwves and properkty knowing that = revolution
might take place. ¥or those attempting to prove w,. g,
involvement in the overthrow there may be a basis for
assuming that Stevens and Wiltse had ulterior motives ko
defend the Committee of Safety in the even of a possible
wmilitary wprising. On the other hand theve iz no proof
that troops were brought in feor cther than the purpose
indicated by Etevens.

(3% The MeKinley goverament indicated prier fo the
revolution that it wewld ke favorable to annexing Hawaii
it the Hawaiian 4Government should at some time reguest
quch ar action. Euk this is irrelevant to the overthrow
af Jeuvary, 1833,

{4} The 13-member Committee of Safety that inatigated the
asverthrow conzisted of 7 subjectz of the ¥ingdom,. 4
American citizens and 2 Eureopesn subjects. The committes
of Safety acted entirely on its own except for = regquest
of support from Minister Stevens, which was refused. The
pueen had also asked feor nelp from Stevens and received
ap identiez)l refusal. There is ewvidence that thne
Commities of Safety did not bave the baeking of the
majority of native Hawaiians who repertedly supported the
fueen. But  the overthrow was sugeassful  wikhout
Ll oodshed. What happened 107 vears age capnot, of course,
be changed regzrdleszs of the nature of the overrhrow.
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Frabahly the majority of countries in the world have
prdured so called illegal overthrews, but agpeement or
disagreement toward recognition iz based on the
government in power at the time of the decision.

It appeared to me as I viewed the August 28 to September
1, 2000, hearings on kills £289% and HR 4904 in Honglulu
that a large segment of the pative populaticon, pethaps a
majority, opposed the bille. Many of those who did
support the bills appeared %o have dene so undex the
false hope that the legislation would eventually lead teo
2 separate nation and neot = nation within a nation for
pative Hawailans.

It seems evident that passage of S283%9 and HR 4904 would
not result in the infended follewup of 5.J7. Res. 1% "to
provide a proper foundatieon for receonciliation between
the United States and Mative Hawailian people."™ To the
gontrary, the testimeny at the hearings indicated that
the bpills would likely increase the divisiveness Detween
groups of native Hawaiians and between native Hawailans
and ather ethoic groups in Hawail.

A thorousgh investigaticn Dy concerned O.&. government
amencies and congress would indicate that tnexe are major
differenges between the, 3tatuz and nesds of native
Hawaiiane and American Indians. These differences should
ke thoreushly researshed pricor to apy further action on
27899 and HR4904. Among the maicr seohllems are the
Adiffarenmes betwesn the histeorics]l relatiomship of fne
U.2. government to native Hawaiians =35 compared to
Amarican Indigns and The differeneces in the social
gtructure of pative Hawaiians =s compared to American
Indian tribes. Mozt so called Wative Hawaiians do not
constitite = Yrihe bot 5 varied mixture of ethnic groups.
Blogd guwautum will be a wvwerv serions probhiem in zav
legislatinn relating to native FHawaiian sSovereignby
permitting nation te nation contact with the 0.8,
Qevearmment . Who gets the special nation status and whe
doezEn't?

B further very zeripus problem with the subiect hills is
the intent ko evade or bypass the State Government of
Hawaii. Such an actiop could cause irreparable damages to
the =state and a severe reductien in its =ability to
function. There iz some belief thnat the state cannot
affeatively administer aszistance programs for Hative
Hawaiians because of the .8, supreme court decizicon in
the Rice-Cavetann case which rulad that all state
citizens should ke able to wote in elections of the
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Office of Hawaiian Affairs. This leads to the contention
that Native Hawaiians may have to deal directly with the
G,E8.Governmant. Eut there 4= no evidence that the
Supremates Court decizion would reader the OfFice of
Hawaiian Affairs less effective.

The assumption thet all ceded lands are the exclusive
property of native Hawziianz tather than all Hawzail
citizens is arhitrary at best. B minority of the citigzens
of Hawaii were 2ll or part native Hawaiian at the time of
the overthrow. The BRingdom rather than individual native
Hawaiians eontrolled the lands that are now czllied ceded
and it was net the pelicy of the Hingdom, with some
exceptions, to restrict henefits to z0 called native
Hawaiians.

¥ative Hawaiiane should certeinly receive the utmost
coensideration in &tate and U.S. Government pelicies with
respect to benafits. But thers may be more meaningful
approaches to attain such gosls than through tha subject
bills., One possibility is to combine, eipand and improve
the many existing programg. A comprehensive =ztudy f£arx
beyongd the contsnt of the subiect hills iz called for. A
rush to et the suhijset Bills through congress without
censidering alternatives and without additional
aattprohensive researeh en all izsues invelwved conld he =2
disservice not only to Wative Hawaiians but ta all =f the
people  of Hawaii. hAesuming that HNative Hawaiian
Govareignty is imperative, it must take a form that is
least divisive to all of the eitizens of Hawaiil.
Otherwize, implementation ecovlid lead to a disaster for
all parties concerned. [t iz not evident that enough
attentinn has been given to this issue and to the type of
federal legislation that might bhring it about.



